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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, in a 
community where overreaching and 
puffery is a state of art, it is always 
dangerous to begin to talk about 
things we have actually accomplished, 
but I want to join my colleague from 
Georgia in bragging about what this 
House has done in its first 100 days. 

The leader of this House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), is in 
no small part responsible for the ag-
gressive legislative agenda that we 
have accomplished. In addition to 
those acts that the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. PRICE) mentioned, we 
have also passed a supplemental appro-
priations act to provide the necessary 
funding for the fight in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and to continue the fight on 
the war on terrorism. 

We have also passed and sent to the 
Senate a budget resolution, which in-
cludes reconciliation for the first time 
since 1997. We have also passed a high-
way bill, which will provide needed in-
frastructure improvements and growth 
for this country for the next 6 years. 
Again, sent to the Senate and we are 
awaiting their action. We have also 
passed and had the President sign a 
bankruptcy reform bill as well as the 
class action lawsuit reform. 

So this House, in the first 100 days, 
has accomplished much and I am proud 
to be a part of that; and we should 
thank Leader DELAY for his leadership 
in that regard. 

f 

30TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE FALL 
OF SAIGON 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of all the individuals who are tak-
ing part in events in this Nation’s Cap-
ital, in Orange County, California, and 
all across our Nation to observe the 
fall of Saigon on April 30. 

April 30, 1975, marked the beginning 
of a journey for many who sought ref-
uge in an unknown land and an uncer-
tain future. These individuals risked 
everything for a chance to live freely 
and provide better opportunities for 
their children and for their families. 

In the 30 years since, most Viet-
namese Americans have been able to 
rebuild their lives and to contribute to 
the diversity of this Nation. The world 
has changed since that fateful day; but 
one thing remains constant, Viet-
namese Americans work tirelessly to 
promote freedom and democracy in 
Vietnam. 

As we reflect on the anniversary, 
please join me and Vietnamese Amer-
ican communities in honoring the 
memory of those who lost their lives in 
this conflict and in celebrating the 
contributions of Vietnamese Ameri-
cans across our Nation. 

NORTH COLLEGE HILL TROJANS 
CELEBRATE STATE BASKETBALL 
CHAMPIONSHIP 

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, this year 
in the State of Ohio’s own version of 
March Madness, one team in my dis-
trict, the North College Hill Trojans, 
celebrated the school’s first State bas-
ketball championship by defeating sec-
ond-ranked Ironton 71 to 65. 

The Trojans left no doubt in people’s 
minds that they were the best Division 
III basketball team in the State of 
Ohio, capping off an amazing 27 to 1 
record by winning its final 21 games. 
Something tells me that the State of 
Ohio is going to be hearing a lot more 
from North College Hill in the years to 
come. 

Four of the team’s five starters were 
freshmen and sophomores, led by Ohio 
Mr. Basketball and first team All-USA 
Today team honoree O.J. Mayo. I want 
to congratulate head coach Jamie 
Mahaffey and all the rest of the coach-
ing staff and every member of the 
North College Hill team on a job well 
done. I also want to congratulate the 
parents and the students and the fans 
for a great season. 

Mr. Speaker, I would not at all be 
surprised if I am up here again next 
year at this time congratulating North 
College Hill on winning back-to-back 
State basketball championships. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 
Social Security is one of the most suc-
cessful programs ever enacted by Con-
gress. Through its guaranteed benefits 
and reliability, it has saved tens of mil-
lions of seniors from a life of poverty 
during their most vulnerable years. 

To appreciate fully the importance of 
Social Security, one need only to have 
our grandparents talk about the tragic 
lives of many of our seniors prior to 
the 1935 passage of the Social Security 
Act. Yet the President’s current pro-
posal fails in its protection of our Na-
tion’s seniors by sacrificing the reli-
ability of Social Security benefits for 
the highly risky scheme of private ac-
counts, subject to the unpredictable 
fluctuations of the stock market. For 
that reason, it is no accident that sen-
iors across the country are opposed to 
the President’s ill advised and ex-
tremely risky Social Security pro-
posal. 

Let us reject the President’s ideas 
and instead draft a plan to ensure the 
long-term solvency of Social Security 
and again give Americans the safety 
and confidence they have long enjoyed 
from the Social Security System. 

WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE XIII WITH 
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, by the 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 242 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 242 
Resolved, That the requirement of clause 

6(a) of rule XIII for a two-thirds vote to con-
sider a report from the Committee on Rules 
on the same day it is presented to the House 
is waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported on the legislative day of April 28, 2005 
(1) providing for consideration or disposition 
of a conference report to accompany the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 95) estab-
lishing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal year 
2006, revising appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal year 2005, and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 2007 
through 2010 or (2) establishing a separate 
order relating to budget enforcement. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATHAM). The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. PUTNAM) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the ranking 
member of the Committee on Rules, 
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purposes of de-
bate only. 

(Mr. PUTNAM asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 242 is a same-day rule. It 
waives clause 6(a) of rule XIII requiring 
a two-thirds vote to consider a rule on 
the same day it is reported from the 
Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 242 allows the House to con-
sider the rule and conference report ac-
companying H. Con. Res. 95, estab-
lishing the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2006, revising appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal year 2005, 
and setting forth appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 
through 2010 or establishing a separate 
order relating to budget enforcement. 

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative we pass 
this same-day rule so that we may con-
sider the congressional budget resolu-
tion today. Once the House completes 
consideration and passes the budget, 
we can send the budget resolution to 
the Senate. The Senate will then be in 
a position to consider, and hopefully 
pass, the budget resolution on Friday, 
before they recess next week. 

I am pleased and excited at the pros-
pect of the passage of this budget. For 
the first time since 1997, the budget in-
cludes reconciliation instructions to 
authorizing committees, calling for the 
reduced rate of growth of mandatory 
programs. Mandatory spending is the 
guaranteed spending that grows every 
year, mostly without reform or review. 
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It currently consumes 55 percent of our 
budget; and if it continues unchecked, 
it will reach 61 percent of the total 
Federal budget by 2015. 

More than half of the government’s 
spending today is essentially on auto-
matic pilot. This is neither sound nor 
sustainable fiscal policy. Congress is on 
its way to losing control over the 
spending priorities that the people send 
us here to debate and review and vote 
on as entitlements squeeze the budget 
more and more. Reconciliation instruc-
tions are the critical step to beginning 
the process of getting mandatory 
spending back to a sustainable rate of 
growth. 

These savings are an excellent prece-
dent. My hope is that reconciliation in-
structions become a standard practice 
in this time of deficits. With budget 
deficits, it is imperative to get a han-
dle on all spending, both discretionary 
and mandatory. This budget is an inau-
guration of true fiscal discipline in a 
period of restrained spending. 

I want to commend the Committee 
on the Budget and its staff for their 
hard work through the night to get 
this budget resolution finished so that 
we may consider it today in prepara-
tion for the recess that the Senate in-
tends to take next week. The House 
will be back to work next week. 

The House Committee on Rules will 
be meeting later today to provide a 
rule for the consideration of the budget 
resolution. I am pleased that this 
same-day rule will help facilitate the 
timely deliberation of our budget. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this same-day rule so that we can 
move forward to the rule and eventu-
ally on to the conference report on the 
budget today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
PUTNAM), my good friend, for yielding 
me the customary 30 minutes; and I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, well, 
here we are doing another martial law 
rule and we wait and wait for the con-
ference committee to finish its work, 
the conference committee that, I 
might add, did not include a single 
Democrat, which is unusual. Let me 
say that again. This conference com-
mittee we are waiting for did not in-
clude a single Democrat. 

Whenever we do a rule to waive two- 
thirds consideration, it means we will 
be rushing the underlying bill to the 
floor, giving the Members virtually no 
time at all to actually read the bill or 
determine what it is we are voting on. 
This time, we are waiting for the fiscal 
year 2006 budget conference, a bill that 
will spend more than 2 trillion tax-
payer dollars. 

Why are we rushing something that 
is so important and impacts virtually 

every American? Why do we not just 
follow the regular order of business set 
forth in the House rules and let the 
conference finish its work and file its 
report and give Members a minimum of 
3 days, required by House rules, so they 
can read and understand the blueprint 
for spending the taxes? Is that too 
much to ask? After all, we only have a 
21⁄2-day workweek in the House, and 
certainly most Americans would not 
consider that a heavy workload, not 
compared to the ones they have any-
way. 

The situation we are faced with 
today is one that is all too familiar in 
the House. Yesterday, after 4 months of 
stonewalling, the majority finally ac-
quiesced and reinstated the proper eth-
ical standards for the House. But we 
did not find out about their intentions 
until the early afternoon. And less 
than 45 minutes later, we were in the 
Committee on Rules and asked to vote 
on a resolution we had never been 
given an opportunity to read. 

When the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS) made a motion for a 
brief adjournment from the Committee 
on Rules to give members and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN), the ranking member, time to 
read the new rules they were being 
asked to support, we were defeated on 
a party-line vote. 

The bottom line, the majority, after 
4 months, decided the new ethics rules 
had to be passed on an emergency sta-
tus, in one day; and as a result, no one 
in the House was given an opportunity 
to read the legislation. 

Where are these emergencies coming 
from? It is not an emergency the first 
week of January or February or March, 
or the first three weeks in April. And, 
unfortunately, these tactics and the 
poor administration of the House are 
all too common. Today, we are faced 
with a similar situation on the budget. 
The situation is sadly all too familiar 
to the Members of the body: a great 
crisis has arisen. 

The majority expects the House to 
pass a budget today that no one has 
seen, and I would like to give a speech 
right now about what is and is not in 
that budget, but I am not able to be-
cause I have not seen the budget, nor 
has anyone else, not even the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT), the ranking member of the 
Committee on the Budget. It is truly a 
remarkable phenomenon that can only 
be found in Washington. 

I guess this majority believes we 
should take everything they say at 
face value and we should trust them. 
However, we have had enough experi-
ence to know all too well we cannot do 
that. In fact, just yesterday on this 
very floor we discussed how the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary’s majority 
staff grossly mischaracterized the work 
of several Democratic members of that 
committee. It was truly one of the 
most offensive acts I have witnessed in 
my 20 years in Congress and years be-
fore that in legislative bodies. And that 
was just yesterday. 

b 1030 
In fact, early in the term I released a 

147-page report about the unethical ad-
ministration of the Congress by its 
leadership, filled to the brim with tac-
tics just like the one we witnessed this 
past week and the one we are suffering 
under today. 

That is why I have said and will con-
tinue to say that the manner in which 
this House is administered is not in 
keeping with democratic values that 
we as Americans share. We have a 
shortage of deliberation, democracy, 
and debate in the House of Representa-
tives, and there is no relief in sight. 

In fact, the leadership is asking this 
body to pass the congressional budget 
today, a bill which is probably the 
most important document we will pass 
in the entire session of the 109th Con-
gress without even a single sheet of 
paper, and without even one day to re-
view the hundreds of pages contained 
in the bill. It is the height of arro-
gance. This is not democracy under 
any definition of the word, and that is 
why I strongly oppose this rule and 
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

To the gentlewoman from New York 
(Ms. SLAUGHTER), my good friend and 
distinguished colleague, I can certainly 
understand the gentlewoman’s desire 
to read the completed conference re-
port. I would just point out that the 
same-day rule was passed last night in 
the Committee on Rules as an accom-
modation to the entire House so we can 
facilitate the work, enable the budget 
conference report to be passed out of 
the House so that it can go to the Sen-
ate; because the Senate, apparently in 
need of a respite from their legislative 
productivity of the last several weeks, 
will be taking next week off. 

So in order to get the budget process 
moving and give the Federal Govern-
ment and the American people a blue-
print of our priorities, we wanted to 
move this as expeditiously as possible 
and out of consideration for all Mem-
bers to be able to get home to their dis-
tricts and have the budget conference 
report get to the Senate and be passed 
out as soon as possible. 

I certainly understand the gentle-
woman’s concern. I would like to see 
the conference report completed as 
quickly as possible. We fully expect 
that it will be today. The Committee 
on Rules will meet again where the 
gentlewoman and our other colleagues 
on the Committee on Rules will be able 
to consider the rule for the consider-
ation of that conference report. 

As to the facts and figures in the 
budget, apparently they are available 
as we heard during the 1-minute 
speeches from colleagues on the gentle-
woman’s side of the aisle. There were a 
number of challenges and concerns and 
problems that were discussed in dis-
agreement with the proposed budget, 
so I assume that some Members have 
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managed to find the facts and figures 
and statistics that they are using to 
urge opposition to the budget. Appar-
ently those figures are available. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me respond to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM) 
by saying his party controls the White 
House, the House, and the Senate. We 
should be able to expect a better, 
smoother process here. We should not 
have to be going to martial-law rules 
where we are going to bring up a budg-
et on the same day when Members will 
not have a chance to go through it and 
read it. 

A lot of us are getting our informa-
tion from the newspapers because we 
do not get very much information from 
the other side of the aisle, and the 
newspapers tend to know more than we 
do, unfortunately. 

We need to figure out a way, or the 
Republicans should figure out a way, 
since they control everything, to work 
better with themselves so we do not 
have to have a situation where major 
pieces of legislation come to the floor 
like this under same-day martial-law 
rules. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT). 

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an outrage. This 
resolution shows nothing but contempt 
for the deliberative processes of the 
House. More than a month has passed 
since the House passed the Republican 
budget resolution by a narrow margin 
on this floor. In the House and in the 
Senate the budget resolution this year 
was on a fast track. We had minimal 
witnesses, fewer than any time I can 
recall; all, ostensibly, to get the work 
done by the Easter break. 

Well, it has been a case of hurry up 
and wait. More than a month has 
passed. Only 2 days ago, after wasting a 
month, were conferees finally ap-
pointed; and yesterday we had our first 
and only conference committee meet-
ing which essentially was a formality, 
a gesture taken to bless a done deal, 
because as we met, a conference report, 
without a conference committee, had 
been negotiated over the last 30 days 
and was coming close to agreement. All 
we met for was to give some semblance 
of collaboration to the budget process, 
but there has been absolutely no col-
laboration and no transparency. 

We have second-hand reports as to 
what may be in this budget resolution 
coming here today which provides for 
the expenditure and the taxing of $2.6 
trillion. That is what we are treating 
with such haste today. We have a little 
bit of insight into what it may contain, 
but we will not know until we can ex-

amine the budget resolution. And I was 
told last night by the chairman of the 
committee that we could not expect 
the conference report to come to the 
floor before midday because numerous 
changes had been negotiated into the 
agreement. I understand that. I simply 
would like the opportunity to examine 
the changes and weigh the bill in its 
entirety. This is no way to do the peo-
ple’s business. It is not the process that 
we all agreed upon. 

When we laid down the House rules, 
we said when Members want to bring a 
conference report of consequence to 
the floor, it has to lay over for 3 days. 
That is being waived here today. This 
is not some inconsequential piece of 
legislation. We are not naming a Fed-
eral building here, we are deciding how 
we do the people’s business with re-
spect to the allocation of $2.6 trillion. 
It comes to this floor minutes after it 
has been filed, maybe an hour or two. 
This is no way to deal with something 
so consequential. 

We have only minutes to flip through 
this conference report and find out 
what does it do to Medicaid. We had a 
very impassioned debate on the House 
floor just 2 days ago. We showed 44 Re-
publican Members who had written a 
letter to their leadership saying do not 
whack into Medicaid. It is the health 
care of last resort for the neediest 
among us. If we are going to make 
changes, be careful. 

Mr. Speaker, 44 Republican Members 
and an overwhelming majority voted 
that sentiment on the House floor, just 
as the Senate did when they eliminated 
the Medicaid cuts that were in the res-
olution that passed the House. What 
does it do to Medicaid? My strong sus-
picion is we will find that the will of 
this House and Senate has been ignored 
and that substantial cuts have been 
made in not just Medicaid but in Medi-
care, and in student loans and veterans 
health care, supplemental security in-
come, the earned income tax credit, 
and other programs for the working 
poor. We will have minutes to find out 
what this resolution does. 

It will be argued here on the House 
floor that all of these cuts are nec-
essary because we have such a big def-
icit. Therefore, we have to cut the 
spending of this country, including en-
titlement programs on which people 
depend, in order to diminish the def-
icit. But the truth is this budget reso-
lution, I fully expect, will be like the 
House resolution that passed a month 
ago and like the Senate resolution and 
like the President’s budget, it will add 
to the deficit. It will not diminish the 
deficit. These cuts will not go to the 
bottom line. They will be used to offset 
tax cuts that are being proposed, once 
again knowing full well that these tax 
cuts will go straight to the bottom line 
and swell the deficit and make it larg-
er. They want to do some tax cuts that 
will offset, at least partially, the ef-
fects of these tax cuts on the bottom 
line. But this budget resolution will 
make the deficit worse, not better. 
There is no question about it. 

We do not have the opportunity to 
get here on the House floor and exam-
ine and explain that to people. I think 
it is fair to ask, for example, how do we 
justify a budget with a deficit of $427 
billion this year and every year that 
this budget covers, all 5 years, how do 
we justify additional tax cuts that add 
to that deficit? And how do we run the 
government when we continually cut 
taxes? 

One answer which is adopted and 
used in this budget resolution and on 
which we should debate closely on this 
House floor is you dip into the Social 
Security trust fund which has a surplus 
of $160 billion and use payroll taxes to 
make up for the income taxes that you 
are cutting and diminishing, and that 
is exactly what this budget resolution 
does. 

So why is it not coming to the floor 
in the deliberate processes as pre-
scribed by the House rules? Because 
they do not want the public or the 
House to see that this conference re-
port does not reduce the deficit, it adds 
to the deficit. They do not want the 
House or the public to see that this 
conference report raids Social Security 
once again. It does not make Social Se-
curity solvent, it is a step backwards 
from solvency. They do not want the 
House to see or the public to see that 
this conference report will cut help to 
the working poor, it will cut inner-city 
and rural hospitals that depend on 
Medicaid, it will cut students loans and 
EITC. They do not want them to see 
that this is a budget resolution in 
name only. There is no plan and there 
is no process for reducing the deficit. 
That is why they are overriding the 
process of this House and showing such 
contempt for the deliberative proce-
dures that we have laid down. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I certainly respect the views of the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Committee on the Budget, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT), who has worked very hard on 
the blueprint for the Federal Govern-
ment. He enjoys an exceptional work-
ing relationship on the House Com-
mittee on the Budget. I think it has 
worked as well as that committee can 
possibly work under the gentleman’s 
leadership and the chairmanship of the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE). 

I would just say, as a conferee he is 
probably privy to more information 
about the status of the blueprint than 
I am, having been in the meeting and 
having been one of the three House 
conferees. Representing a third of our 
entire representation on that body, he 
certainly has had access to the infor-
mation about the differences between 
the House views on the budget and the 
Senate views on the budget, and he has 
articulated them well. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PUTNAM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
not been to a conference meeting where 
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we discussed the contents of this. This 
is not a collaborative process, this is a 
unilateral process which makes it all 
the worse, to bring the conference re-
port to the floor and cram it down, giv-
ing us no time to examine its contents. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I would simply point out 
the gentleman making up one-third of 
the entire delegation to the conference 
committee, the ranking member has 
certainly been a greater participant in 
that conference role than members on 
the majority side, other than the chair-
man and the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. Speaker, I know there is some in-
terest on the part of both parties about 
the schedule for today and tomorrow as 
it relates to consideration of the budg-
et conference report. We are consid-
ering the same-day rule now allowing 
an hour of debate. We will take up the 
rule, and then of course be able to de-
bate the conference report. 

After consulting with the majority 
leader, I can say with a strong level of 
confidence that we will not have votes 
tomorrow. The Committee on the 
Budget chairman has indicated he will 
have a conference report ready to file 
within the next hour or so, and we 
would hope to consider this conference 
report later this afternoon and con-
clude votes for the week by late after-
noon or early evening, giving Members 
an opportunity to return to their dis-
tricts. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM) 
for clarifying the schedule, but it just 
seems to me that a budget resolution 
that deals with over $2.5 trillion de-
serves a little bit more attention by 
each Member in this House than what 
the leadership on that side of the aisle 
is giving us. 

As the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) pointed out, we have 
rules in this House that the other side 
of the aisle continues to break. One of 
those rules is that we are supposed to 
be able to read the legislation before 
we vote on it. We are supposed to un-
derstand what the impacts are. I would 
think that a concern on not only our 
side of the aisle, but I would think 
there are thoughtful Members on the 
gentleman’s side of the aisle who would 
want to read and understand what the 
budget conference has decided. We are 
not going to know until this budget is 
filed. It is just frustrating. This is a big 
deal. 

The other side of the aisle routinely 
waives the rules on major pieces of leg-
islation and Members on both sides of 
the aisle have no idea what they are 
voting on. There are just the sound 
bites which the Republicans put on on 
how they defend this budget. 

As the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) pointed out, we are 
concerned that the budget resolution 

conference report is expected to mirror 
the President’s budget by using every 
penny of the Social Security trust fund 
surplus to help finance the deficits that 
the other side has produced. That in 
our opinion is unacceptable. 

This whole process is just bad. I wish 
this were just the exception to the 
rule, but it has become a pattern in 
this House. I know that your party is 
in control, but for the life of me I can-
not understand why you want to under-
cut a deliberative process. What is 
wrong with having Members under-
stand what they are voting on, partici-
pate in the debate and read the legisla-
tion? That should not be too much to 
ask; and, unfortunately, we are going 
to be denied that opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
SOLIS). 

b 1045 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank our ranking member on the 
Committee on Rules for yielding me 
this time for the opportunity to speak. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the fiscally irresponsible Republican 
budget that is being presented here 
today. The Republican-passed budget 
claims to cut the deficit in half within 
5 years, but instead will actually pro-
vide for a $150 billion worse deficit over 
5 years. 

And I hope that the American public 
is paying attention and will understand 
that the Bush administration and the 
Republican majority refuse to finance 
priorities that matter most to Ameri-
cans, like jobs, cleaning the environ-
ment, and guaranteeing good health 
care. 

The Republican budget will severely 
damage our Nation’s health care sys-
tem by cutting Medicaid by $10 billion. 
Medicaid is so important in my dis-
trict. It helps to provide coverage for 
millions of low-income and elderly and 
disabled Americans. Medicaid cuts 
would shut the neediest individuals out 
of the public health insurance system 
and severely impact Latinos across the 
country. 

Latinos have the highest uninsured 
rates. One out of every three Hispanics 
is without health insurance. Latinos 
are already marginalized from our Na-
tion’s safety net programs because 
they have been severely cut back. De-
spite this national tragedy, the pro-
posed Republican budget would cut bil-
lions from Medicaid while doing noth-
ing, or minimally nothing, to help 
health care to become more affordable 
for Americans. Medicaid cuts will shift 
costs to the States, and beneficiaries or 
health care providers, many of the doc-
tors that serve in my district, will not 
receive sufficient funds to provide serv-
ices to the very needy. And I have 
heard this over and over and over 
again, and we must stop the hem-
orrhaging. States will be forced to re-
duce Medicaid coverage or benefits, in-
creasing the number of low-income 
Americans, not only Latinos but Afri-

can Americans, who are uninsured and 
underinsured. 

We must protect Medicaid and main-
tain the current Federal commitment 
to the public health insurance system. 
The low-income families in my district 
and throughout the country need to 
know that these programs can be there 
so that they can depend on them. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I think it is important, when 
we begin to talk about inside-the-ball-
park language, why we come to the 
floor of the House and challenge this 
process. It is almost like for those who 
have been in school to be taught a les-
son at 9 o’clock in the morning and 
asked to take a 3-hour exam at 9:30 
a.m. Although one may be very bright, 
it is important to deliberate and study, 
maybe digest, even, the information 
that is given. 

Tomorrow I will meet with my con-
stituents to talk with them about the 
devastating pathway that we have 
taken on Social Security, and now 
today I have to debate a budget resolu-
tion that has not even been given the 
light of day. No one has had the oppor-
tunity to review and find out whether 
or not this destructive Republican 
budget resolution undermines the very 
infrastructure of Social Security that 
is so very important to the American 
people. 

We already know that after 60 days 
on the road that the administration 
has failed to convince anybody that the 
right way to go is a private savings ac-
count rather than finding a way to 
make Social Security solvent, for 
whether or not one is 21 years old or 30 
years old or 100 years old, if we are 
granted to live that long, Social Secu-
rity is necessary. This budget resolu-
tion makes the wrong choices. They 
have made the choice to give out reck-
less tax cuts, not the kind that help to 
shore up middle-class Americans; and 
while they make that choice, they then 
make another choice to underfund So-
cial Security. 

That is what is wrong with this budg-
et resolution: the continuing use of 
moneys that should be utilized for So-
cial Security. Of course, as we take 
dollars out, we have got an indebted-
ness on behalf of the United States of 
America. The crisis, of course, is that 
our President has gone to West Vir-
ginia and said that does not count. We 
Democrats believe we can put a budget 
resolution that provides solvency for 
Social Security, funds Medicaid, elimi-
nates a $60 billion cut that will throw 
senior citizens out of nursing homes 
across America, and we believe that we 
can fund education and provide the re-
sources that we need for our veterans 
and stop closing veterans hospitals. 
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But the choices over here are an in-

solvent Social Security, a $60 billion 
cut in Medicaid, and closing the doors 
on our veterans. 

I have not taken a servicemen’s oath, 
but when I listen to a young veteran 
talk to me about the oath of service or 
the oath that our soldiers take, willing 
to give the ultimate sacrifice, then I 
think today we need a little bit more 
light on this budget resolution to allow 
us to give a little bit more dignity to 
the returning veterans, the injured sol-
diers coming back as amputees, the 
widows and widowers who lost their 
loved ones who deserve to be funded for 
the rest of their lives. 

There are flaws in this conference re-
port; but most importantly, there is a 
major flaw in this budget. And I would 
hope that we would have the good 
sense to turn this back and give us the 
opportunity to serve the American peo-
ple. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I just marvel that in this deep dark 
process that we are engaged in enough 
light has been cast to find all of the 
flaws in the budget. So on the one 
hand, there are tremendous problems 
with the budget that will be presented 
in the budget; and on the other hand, 
we do not know what is in the budget 
because there has been inadequate 
time. 

I submit that the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) was 
right when he said that this is a big 
deal, it is an important issue. Having a 
blueprint, having a budget resolution 
for the Congress is hugely important so 
that we may avoid the omnibus at the 
end of the year, which also is open to 
the criticism that it is difficult to find 
everything that is in it when we have 
to pass and manage the government in 
that way. And the budget resolution 
lays forth a blueprint that enables the 
Committee on Appropriations to do 
their work and enables the American 
people to know what the priorities of 
their government are for that fiscal 
year. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PUTNAM. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman for yielding to me. 

I appreciate the tone of this debate, 
frankly. We have substantive disagree-
ments. But the point that I was mak-
ing about the light of day, and there 
certainly have been hearings. There is 
a conference report. But I believe that 
when they come to the floor and ask 
for a same-day consideration, they 
leave out the vast numbers of Members 
of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives that have not been on the 
Committee on the Budget and there-
fore may not have the adequate time. 

I hope that we can collegially work 
together to extend that time the next 
time we come to the floor on a serious 
matter. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I appreciate the sincerity 
of the gentlewoman from Texas. I 
would just point out that this is a tool 
that we are using to enable us to expe-
dite the consideration of the budget 
conference report so that she can be 
with her constituents tomorrow to tell 
them all of her disagreements with our 
plans to reform Social Security. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, would the gentleman further 
yield? 

Mr. PUTNAM. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, his genuine attitude is appre-
ciated. I think the American people 
would welcome a closer study of this 
issue; and I thank him for allowing me 
to go home, however, and wake up the 
constituents of the 18th Congressional 
District for a fight to come in the fu-
ture. And we will continue the fight. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me again just remind my friend 
from Florida we are relying on press 
accounts to try to figure out what is in 
this budget. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, their re-
liance on the press reports is much 
more favorable to their side than it 
would be for ours and a much more re-
liable source of information than it 
would be in our case. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, the gentleman’s 
party controls everything. I thought he 
would be an expert on this budget by 
now, given the fact that all the deci-
sions are being made in a very one- 
sided way. 

And, again, some of us here are con-
cerned about the potential Medicaid 
cuts. These cuts would impact real peo-
ple. We are not going to know for sure 
what is in that budget until it is filed, 
and it just seems that we need to fix 
this process. And, again, I have to be-
lieve that there are people on his side 
of the aisle who feel as we do over here 
that there is nothing wrong with delib-
erating, there is nothing wrong with 
reading the bills before they come to 
the floor and understanding what, in 
fact, are in these bills. 

And they are giving away tomorrow. 
We could be here tomorrow. There is no 
problem on our side about working to-
morrow. But the bottom line is they 
are just kind of giving it away. We 
spend a lot of our legislative days 
doing nothing meaningful, quite frank-
ly. It seems to me we could take some 
of that time, and we are going to be 
here all next week, to go over this in a 
very thoughtful way. But we are not 
going to be given that opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND). 

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I do rise in opposition 
to this martial law rule, and I would 
encourage my colleagues to vote 
against it because this budget resolu-
tion is a travesty; but what is even 
worse is the process in which this budg-
et resolution is going to come before 
this body within the next day or so. 

This is a $2.6 trillion document. This 
is going to establish the priorities and 
the important investments that we 
need to make as a Nation for the next 
fiscal year, and yet it is being written 
by a handful of people, mainly in the 
Speaker’s office, at 2, 3, 4 o’clock in the 
morning, drafted by a bunch of staff 
people, and not one of us in this body 
will have the chance to thoroughly re-
view it before we are asked to cast a 
vote on it. And that is a joke. 

And what is even worse is that it ba-
sically adopts wholesale the budget pa-
rameters that the President had sub-
mitted earlier this year, which, by the 
way, was written by a bunch of un-
known people in the President’s Office 
of Management and Budget, which in 
essence now is drafting and writing 
these budget documents that the Con-
gress is considering. 

And I would defy any Member of this 
body to stand here today and claim 
with a straight face that they think 
this House and this Congress is a co- 
equal branch of government today. We 
have ceded everything to the executive 
branch. Not only that, but just to a few 
enlightened individuals, it seems, to 
make these important decisions for the 
rest of the Nation. And we do not even 
have the common decency or courtesy 
to take the time to allow an important 
deliberative discussion about these pri-
orities and allow a little bit more input 
from the various Members who want to 
be involved in this process for the sake 
of the people whom they are rep-
resenting. 

The resolution itself, I feel, lacks the 
vision that we need to deal with the 
challenges facing our Nation. Instead 
of the majority party and the Presi-
dent being so eager to dismantle the 
New Deal, we should be talking about 
offering the American people a new 
New Deal to prepare them for the chal-
lenges of a global marketplace, because 
it is here now. And yet the effort that 
we are making in regards to support 
for education and job-training pro-
grams is a joke, and it is not going to 
get us there to maintain our techno-
logical and scientific edge in the world 
when it comes to the competition of 
the jobs that are coming up. 

This budget resolution that is com-
ing before us allows the continuation 
of the exploding budget deficits. It 
automatically increases the debt ceil-
ing for the fourth time in 4 years, and 
every Member should understand that, 
by voting for it, they are increasing 
the debt ceiling by another half a tril-
lion dollars in this budget resolution. 
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It fails to adopt budget disciplinary 

rules such as pay-as-you-go for both 
the spending and the revenue side, 
rules that worked effectively in the 
1990s that led us on a glidepath to 4 
years of budget surpluses. It continues 
the raid on the Social Security, Medi-
care trust funds, being used for other 
purposes, either tax cuts that are pri-
marily benefiting the most wealthy in 
this country or other spending prior-
ities at a time when they are claiming 
that Social Security is in dire financial 
crisis; and there is no effort to try to 
repay those trust fund moneys. 

I think we can offer the American 
people a more realistic vision of the 
challenges that I think we all appre-
ciate on both sides of the aisle; and yet 
this budget that is going to be coming 
up before us, again mainly drafted in 
the dark wee hours of the early morn-
ing, lacks that vision. And it is not of-
fering enough people in this country 
the hope or the optimism that we are 
going to be able to compete in the glob-
al marketplace in light of what other 
countries are doing. 

Let us start over. There is no need to 
rush to get this done within the next 
day or even the next week. I would 
rather do it the right way than the 
wrong way, and there are too many 
missed opportunities in this budget 
resolution that is going to be coming 
up to be able to support it. 

So, again, I oppose the process, the 
martial law rule that we are debating 
here this morning, and I oppose the 
substance of this budget resolution and 
encourage my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The gentleman is obviously very pas-
sionate about the views that he has on 
the direction this country should take, 
and I would encourage him to offer his 
new New Deal concept. But it is clear 
that his difference of opinion is about 
the substance of the budget, and this is 
a rule about the facilitation of consid-
eration of that budget. 

There was not a single person from 
his side of the aisle that voted for this 
budget in committee. There was not a 
single person from his side of the aisle 
who voted for this on the floor of this 
House. He knows that the Senate 
version differs greatly from the House 
version, and he knows that the House 
version differs greatly from the Presi-
dent’s submission. 

b 1100 

So there are three distinct visions 
out there that are being reconciled 
through this conference process that 
we will take up later today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say to the gen-
tleman, first of all, he mentioned the 
three different versions of the budget 
that have been drafted. What worries 
me is that in all three versions, Medi-
care and Medicaid get whacked. 

What everybody on our side has been 
talking about here today, even aside 
from the substance of what is in the ul-
timate budget, is the fact that there 
should be a process where people can 
read and understand what is in the 
budget before they vote on it. That 
should not be a big deal. The House 
rules say you are supposed to have 3 
days, and you routinely waive those 
rules so that Members on our side, and 
even Members on your side, do not 
have a chance to even know what they 
are actually talking about when they 
get to the House floor to debate some 
of these major pieces of legislation. 
That is wrong. 

Why do we have rules, if all you do is 
waive them all the time? We should be 
able to have a deliberative process. We 
should not have to do this. This should 
not be a controversial point. We should 
all be able to agree, no matter what we 
think about the substance of a bill, 
that we should be able to give Members 
an opportunity to look at what is in 
these bills. 

Now, you have the votes to do what-
ever you want and you will ram this 
thing through, like you ram everything 
else through, and that is the way it 
goes. But let me close, and I say this 
with no disrespect to the gentleman, 
who I have great admiration for, and I 
am proud to serve with him on the 
Committee on Rules, but it is my view 
that your party is doing a lousy job 
running this government, and, quite 
frankly, this process stinks, and I 
would urge all my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on this martial-law rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is enti-
tled to his opinion, and we are here to 
deliberate it on the floor, a criticism 
that he has leveled against us. We are 
deliberating it under the same-day 
rule. He will be able to make that same 
charge to me and my party when we 
debate the rule, and he will be able to, 
along with the others who have man-
aged to find their facts and figures 
about all the terrible, awful, horrible, 
no good things this budget will do that 
they have expressed on the floor of this 
House, they will be back to deliberate 
it when we take up the conference re-
port. 

There are very wide differences of 
opinion between these two parties. The 
budget is the vision, the blueprint, the 
spending priorities of this government 
for the fiscal year. Not one of your 
party voted for it in committee, not 
one of your party voted for it on the 
House floor, and I would dare say not 
one of you will vote for the conference 
report. I cannot speak to that, but if I 
were a betting man, I think it would be 
a pretty safe bet. 

It is a reflection of the difference in 
philosophy about where we ought to be 
going as a government, and we are 
judged by the American people on that 
philosophy in this body every 2 years. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KIND) made reference to a vision of a 
new New Deal. I am fairly confident 
there will not be a new New Deal in 
this budget conference report because 
that is a difference in philosophy. 

We have put together in negotiations 
with the Senate a spending and budget 
package that gets our arms around 
mandatory spending, around discre-
tionary spending, that looks for sav-
ings through the reconciliation process 
and attempts through economic growth 
and development to put in place an 
economy that allows everyone to suc-
ceed and find their piece of the Amer-
ican dream. Apparently you all dis-
agree, and that is your right, and we 
have hours of this floor debate to go 
through these disagreements. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PUTNAM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, is the 
gentleman suggesting that we should 
have the right to read legislation only 
if we pledge to support the legislation 
that comes to the floor? I am trying to 
understand, when the gentleman was 
going on about how he did not think 
any of our side would vote for the 
budget resolution, that may very well 
be true, but the point of this martial- 
law rule is to bring it up on the same 
day so we will not have an opportunity 
to fully read the entire budget. The 
rules of the House say we should have 
3 days. 

I am asking the gentleman, does he 
believe the rules should be waived and 
people should not have an opportunity 
to be able to read legislation if they 
will disagree with the gentleman’s 
party? 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, as the gentleman knows, 
I voted for the same-day rule in the 
Committee on Rules, and, as I said ear-
lier, it is to facilitate Members getting 
back to their district, like the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
and the other Members who have ex-
pressed an interest in being back to 
talk about the issues going on before 
this Congress, whatever those issues 
may be, and whatever the individual 
Members’ opinion of the outcome of 
those votes may also be. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, what is 
wrong with us debating this next week? 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, as the gentleman knows, 
the Senate is taking a respite next 
week, apparently from their labors of 
legislative productivity, whereas the 
House will be in session. Our goal, 
knowing that April 15 was when we 
would have liked to have had this 
budget done, our goal is to facilitate 
getting this process along and pass the 
budget conference report out of this 
body so that the Senate may consider 
it before they go out for a week, be-
cause, as the gentleman knows, we are 
moving into the appropriations season 
and it is important that the American 
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people and the Congress have a budget 
blueprint in place. 

This is an important process that we 
have in place. It is important, as a 
Committee on the Budget member, to 
me and to the entire House that we 
have in place a working budget, some-
thing that the government has not had 
every year, but I believe it is impor-
tant that we should. I think it is im-
portant that we reconcile our dif-
ferences with the Senate and move this 
along so that the House and Senate can 
take it up. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. If the gentleman 
will yield one last time to me, I just 
want to make the point, and obviously 
it is falling on deaf ears today, but one 
of the things that concerns many of us 
is that what is happening today has be-
come a pattern. Again, it impacts not 
only Members on our side, but also a 
lot of Members on your side. 

Important pieces of legislation are 
coming to the floor and people have 
not had an opportunity to even look at 
them. That is a bad process. That is 
undermining the process. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the gentleman in his 30 
minutes of debate has made the point 
that he is opposed to us facilitating 
consideration of this bill today so that 
Members can get home, and he has re-
spectfully made his point. We have 
made ours. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LATHAM). The question is on the resolu-
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 230, nays 
199, not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 146] 

YEAS—230 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 

Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 

Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 

Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 

Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 

Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—199 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 

Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 

Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 

McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 

Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—5 

Brown, Corrine 
Ford 

Hyde 
Rothman 

Stark 

b 1134 

Mr. LYNCH changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.J. RES. 23 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
have my name removed as a cosponsor 
of H.J. Res. 23. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATHAM). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall 144, H.R. 748, final 
passage, I mistakenly voted ‘‘yes.’’ I 
request the RECORD reflect I intended 
to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 33 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 1446 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. REHBERG) at 2 o’clock 
and 46 minutes p.m.) 
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